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Abstract

Recently, the increasing need for computing resources has
led to the prosperity of data centers, which poses challenges
to the environmental impacts and calls for improvements in
data center provisioning strategies. In this work, we show a
comprehensive analysis based on profiling a variety of deep-
learning inference applications on different generations of
GPU servers. Our analysis reveals several critical factors
which can largely affect the design space of provisioning
strategies including the hardware embodied cost estimation,
application-specific features, and the distribution of carbon
cost each year, which prior works have omitted. Based on the
observations, we further present a first-order modeling and
optimization tool for data center provisioning and scheduling
and highlight the importance of environmental impacts from
data center management.

1 Introduction

Datacenters have become a significant source of energy con-
sumption globally. Although they currently consume approx-
imately 1% of energy consumption worldwide [33], estimates
have them reaching or exceeding 10% globally in the next
five to ten years [9]. This has raised concerns about the
greenhouse gas (GHG) resulting from powering these dat-
acenters. However, considerable effort is being explored to
address this concern by powering data centers using renew-
able energy sources [26]. In fact, data centers may prove to
be highly effective at harnessing renewable energy, which
can be prone to periodic or even unpredictable peaks in
troughs [10]. Through renewable energy over-provisioning,
data centers can obtain sufficient energy even at moderate
to low generation periods and can absorb energy overruns
by computing low-priority jobs using periods of high energy
generation.

Until recent, a series of studies and tools have been pro-
posed to quantify the GHG emissions, as well as to gain in-
sights into system upgrading and system design. Also, a lot
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Figure 1. The effects of considering 3 key insights over the
carbon estimation model (a): 1. considering the whole sys-
tem and the data uncertainty will lead to a larger embodied
carbon cost (b), 2. specifying different workloads running on
the system will lead to various operational carbon costs (c),
3. applying the depreciation model enables more flexibility
and fine-grained control of data centers’ carbon (d).

of discussions have been made around the tradeoffs between
carbon cost in the manufacturing phase and the usage phase,
i.e. the embodied carbon cost and the operational carbon
cost. However, our experiments and analysis reveal there are
important aspects that prior work omitted discussion, which
could affect the scale of the quantified GHG emission, and
can further change the space of optimization and upgrade
decisions.

As shown in the Figure 1, we summarize our findings
into three main key points: the estimation of embodied cost,
the characteristics of applications, and the distribution of
embodied carbon cost in the lifetime:

“To be (a whole system), or not to be, that is the ques-
tion", i.e., we should take a whole system view, not
a single device view, in the embodied cost estimation:



Prior carbon cost estimation tools, such as Greenchip [24, 25]
and ACT [20] , usually use the processor parts in a comput-
ing system to represent the whole system. In other words,
these works give estimations of “partial systems”. Such meth-
ods could be applicable in scenarios, e.g., the edge devices.
However, our analysis reveals that in the data center scenar-
ios, the peripheral components like the main board take a
non-negligible proportion of the carbon cost. Omitting these
components can cause a gap of up to 7.5x underestimation
of carbon cost in certain situations. Moreover, our analysis
of about 100 server product carbon footprint reports from
main server vendors (Dell, HP, Lenovo) and hardware man-
ufacturers in the market shows the data uncertainty of the
reported carbon cost, which poses challenges to the data-
driven approach for carbon cost estimation of the datacenter
server system.

“The newer, the better” is not always true and we should
consider the characteristics of applications: Hardware
provisioning, including datacenter servers upgrading, i.e.,
replacing the existing devices with newer ones, is an im-
portant topic in data center management. However, when
comparing strategies of whether to keep the existing devices
or upgrade to new devices, prior works usually omit one crit-
ical factor in their discussions: the applications running on
the devices. We apply Nvidia Triton , an industrial Al infer-
ence server framework and profile a variety of Al inference
applications on three generations of server systems with dif-
ferent generations of GPUs. ! Our experiments demonstrate
that the throughput gain of upgrading devices for different
deep learning inference applications can vary a lot, leading
up to a 6.15x difference between the shortest and longest
break-even time of carbon costs.

Understanding carbon depreciation, i.e., the distribu-
tion of embodied carbon cost in the lifetime, is impor-
tant: The awareness of environmental protection has led to
the concept of “carbon budget”, which calls for a more ad-
vanced view of the carbon emissions in computing activities.
Currently, some works have been proposed to quantify the
carbon cost of certain tasks, whereas their consideration of
the embodied carbon cost is simplified. For example, when
estimating the carbon cost of large language models (LLM),
their carbon cost modeling distributes the overall embodied
carbon cost evenly into the typical lifetime of accelerators. In
this work, we show that by applying the depreciation model
- the model used for financial budgets - to the carbon costs,

1We choose to study deep learning inference workloads based on the facts
that: (1) artificial intelligence (AI) and deep learning (DL) workloads con-
tribute a significant portion of the growth of the datacenter infrastructure;
(2) DL inference contributes a significant portion among the total DL work-
loads including both inference and training. This is partly reflected in
Nvidia’s fourth quarter of the fiscal year 2024 earnings call, in which Nvidia
reported that the inference was estimated to be 40% of datacenter revenues
in F24 [30]. We will perform a similar analysis for DL training workloads in
our future work.

the design space of data center provisioning will change in
certain cases, and the best design choice can be different.

We summarize the main contributions of this work as
follows:

e We propose a first-order estimation approach by com-
bining the traditional predictive carbon estimation
methods and the carbon footprint reports from hard-
ware manufacturers and vendors. We also give the
reference value of empirical parameters to get the
server system carbon from the single CPU or GPU
device carbon based on our analysis and experiments
(Section 3).

e We first summarize the current state-of-the-art server
carbon footprint reports from mainstream vendors in-
cluding HP, Dell, and Lenovo. Based on the analysis of
these reports, we are the first to point out the existing
gap between embodied costs of computing systems
and the reports from prior works (Section 4).

e We profile ten different Al inference workloads using
the industrial Al inference framework. Based on the
profile results, we provide a comprehensive analysis
of the influence of applications on the data centers’
sustainability analysis (Section 5).

e We first introduce the depreciation model, a mature
method in the asset management area into the data
center sustainability analysis, showing the opportu-
nity for policies pushing datacenter users/managers
towards using/provisioning systems in a more sus-
tainable way (Section 6).

2 Related Work

2.1 The Growing Awareness of Sustainability and
Corporate Sustainability Efforts from
Manufacturers and Vendors

The growing awareness of sustainability and carbon foot-
prints has significantly impacted various aspects of society,
from individual lifestyle choices to corporate strategies and
government policies. Companies like Apple [11], Google [19],
Dell [15], HP [21], and Lenovo [27], among others, have be-
gun to report the carbon footprints of their products. These
reports revealed one important fact, i.e., even with nonre-
newable energy consumption, the GHG emissions are domi-
nated by manufacturing the device in the whole life cycle.
Upstream in the information and communication technolo-
gies (ICT) supply chain, semiconductor manufacturers such
as TSMC and SK Hynix also disclose their reports of corre-
sponding technology nodes while other vendors such as Intel
and Samsung report more aggregated data. These chip man-
ufacturers have started to outstrip automakers in terms of
their annual GHG emissions. TSMC reaches nearly 9t CO,e
in 2019, whereas General Motors hovered around 8 t CO,e
until 2016 and dropped to 6 metric t CO,e in 2019 [14].



2.2 Carbon Cost Quantifying and Estimation Tools

Academic research efforts have made considerable progress
over the last decade to estimate or profile the hardware sys-
tems’ carbon cost and use the profiling information to guide
the design toward sustainable systems. Earlier works in the
2000s focused on the operation carbon cost of computing sys-
tems [12, 18, 32], which is consistent with industry emphasis
on reducing the energy consumption and such a method
provided significant cost savings as datacenters started to
become prevalent. In more recent years, with seminal work
starting about a decade ago [22] noting that the embodied
costs are consuming more and more of the overall carbon
footprints in a product’s lifetime, consequentially requiring
more attention. Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) is a common
method to quantitatively evaluate the GHG emissions of
computing systems throughout their whole lifetime.

Other than the LCA tools, more carbon cost estimation
and analysis approaches are proposed to derive insights into
designing sustainable computing systems. Greenchip [24, 25]
is the earliest predictive estimation tool to comprehensively
understand the environmental impact of computing sys-
tems. Greenchip is based on dynamic LCA (DLCA) which
is required to understand systems like datacenters, which
vary considerably over time and have considered aspects
of maintenance that play a significant role in the carbon
footprint [13]. This tool takes architecture specifications and
semiconductor technology fabrication nodes as inputs, us-
ing a simulator to estimate the cost in the operation phase
and the hardware configurations to estimate the cost in the
manufacturing phase. Greenchip has been expanded to in-
clude major system components of processors, memory, and
solid-state storage, and integrates notions of reliability, and
sources of energy production to compare different system
architectures on performance, energy, and sustainability met-
rics. More recently, ACT [20] is a system modeling tool that
is built, like Greenchip, with lower-level data from industry
fabs’ but with a focus to massage system level parameters to
better calibrate to technology companies’ LCA reports and
can estimate systems with different types of system-on-chip
(SoC) and storage devices.

Based on these carbon cost estimation tools, more stud-
ies are conducted to gain insights into more specific do-
mains. [28] utilizes similar approaches as ACT, and inte-
grates the modeling of embodied and operational carbon to
understand the environmental impact of high-performance
computing (HPC) systems. [16] focuses on CPU designs and
estimates the carbon cost efficiency of a series of different
processor mechanisms. [17] performs a task-centralized car-
bon cost analysis and gives an estimation of the carbon cost
in the training and inference phases of large language models.
Moreover, more methods including task offloading, chiplet
systems, are proposed in designing a more sustainable sys-
tem. For example, GreenScale [23] proposes an application

scheduling mechanism, utilizing the various carbon intensi-
ties in different locations to reach a lower overall operational
carbon cost. REFRESH [35] poses the opportunity to save
carbon by building new FPGA chiplet systems by reusing
the decommissioned old FPGA chips and extending their
lifetime.

3 Methodology

Modeling the carbon cost of a given computing system com-
prehensively requires taking the whole life cycle of the sys-
tem into account. Typically, there are 4 main phases in the
lifetime of electronic devices: manufacturing, transportation,
operational use, and end-of-life (EOL) processing. Among
these phases, the manufacturing and operational use phases
usually take a dominant proportion in carbon costs, which
usually take more than 97% of the overall cost as reported by
the server vendors. In this work, as a first-order estimation,
we consider the embodied carbon cost C,, the operational
carbon cost C,, and the overall carbon cost C,; as their com-
bination.

Car =Ce+Cy (1)

3.1 Embodied Carbon Cost Modeling

It has become a trend that the embodied carbon costs have
been taking more and more proportion of the overall cost of
various computing systems, e.g., servers, desktops, laptops,
and phones. For edge devices, the embodied carbon cost can
take up to 86% as reported by [11, 19, 34]. For data center
servers, this rate is around 10% to 60% as reported by the
server vendors.

In this work, inspired by prior works like Greenchip [24,
25] and ACT [20], we also assume that for a functional circuit
chip such as a CPU or a GPU, the embodied carbon cost
Cchip is mainly proportional to its chip area. As shown in
Equation 2, the coefficient cost per area (CPA) is related to
multiple factors including the manufacturing process, the
gas and chemical emissions, the materials, and yields in the
chip fabrication phase.

Cehip = CPA - Areachip (2)

For storage devices like HDD, SSD, and main memory
DRAM, we use their capacity, together with the coefficient
cost per capacity (CPC) reported by manufacturers and ven-
dors to estimate the embodied carbon cost.

Cimem = CPC - Capacitycpip 3)

Moreover, the packaging of integrated circuits (IC) also
causes a carbon footprint, where each IC package takes about
150 g CO,e carbon cost. We thus model the carbon cost of
packaging Cpackage (unit: kg CO,e) as below:

Cpackage = 0.15 - #IC_package (4)



Using the Cepip + Cmem + Cpackage> We can estimate the
carbon cost of most of the IC components in a computing
system. However, important components in a typical server
system, including the printed wiring boards (PWB), riser
cards, chassis, and power supply units (PSU) should also be
included. Unfortunately, these components are not as well-
studied as the IC components and prior works fail to consider
those. In this work, we use an additional coefficient (1 + P)
to scale up the IC carbon cost to represent the system carbon
cost more accurately.

Ce= (1 + P) : (Cchip + Crnem + Cpackage) (5)

Here P stands for the effect of peripheral components. In
Section 4.1, we show that P is much larger than 0 due to
several reasons. In fact, the coefficient can go up to 7.6 in
certain server setups.

3.2 Operational Carbon Cost Modeling

Operational carbon cost is also very important. The oper-
ational carbon cost of one computing system in a period
is related to (1) its energy consumption and (2) the carbon
intensity (CI), which represents how much carbon cost is
needed to produce a unit of energy.

C, = Energy - CI (6)

The energy consumption of one system is related to its
power, which can vary within a certain duration. Generally,
the energy consumption of one system can be represented
as XP; - t;, where P; and t; represent the system power con-
sumption and elapsed time in different time frames. In this
work, for simplicity, we assume the systems have 2 modes,
i.e., activated mode and idle, and denote the utilization (util)
as the proportion of activated mode. In the life cycle assess-
ment report of Dell server R740 [7], the util is assumed as
0.3.

Energy = Pgey - util - T+ Pigje - (1 —util) - T (7)

As for the carbon intensity, we utilize the carbon reports
from [31]. We use CI =0.395,0.234, 0.438, 0.188 kgCO,e/kWh
for the carbon intensity in four different states, Arizona (AZ),
California (CA), Texas (TX), and New York (NY), respectively.

3.3 Experimental Setup

We perform our experiments on four computing systems,
which are equipped with GPUs and CPUs of three different
generations. The GPUs and CPUs of the systems are listed
in Table 1. The three GPUs are Nvidia V100, A10G, and
RTX5000Ada. They are released in the same time gap (three
years) and have a similar thermal design power (TDP). For
the CPUs, the die sizes of Intel Xeon Gold 6346 and AMD
EPYC 7R32 are not reported by the vendors. In order to
estimate the embodied cost, we use the die size of 660 mm?
as an estimation, this is based on the observation that these

Table 1. Three generations of GPUs and corresponding CPUs
equipped in the three generations of servers.

Type Name Node DieSize TDP Date

GPU NXilgéA 12nm  815mm? 300W 2017
GPU NE?éA 8nm  628mm? 300W 2021
GPU RTI;I(\S/(I)](?(E‘X ga oM 609mm? 250W 2023
CPU gz;’:f: l4nm  456mm® 145W 2016
CPU Epéév[%% 7nm N/A  280W 2020
CPU I(‘;l(t)ili)ég:g lonm N/A  205W 2021

Table 2. Details of the four studied server systems. Three
are public datacenter servers and one is a local datacenter
server. CPU number is the ratio of the CPU threads (e.g.,
allocated vCPUs in public data center, or actual CPU in local
data center) of the total CPU resources within a chip.

No. Server CPU N GPU GPU
Num Num
AWS Xeon E5 B NVIDIA
1 0.22 1
p3.2xlarge -2686 v4 V100
9 AWS AMD 0.083* NVIDIA 1
G5.2xlarge  EPYC 7R32 A10G
3 AWS AMD 0.67* NVIDIA 1
G5.16xlarge  EPYC 7R32 ’ A10G
4 Local Intel Xeon NVIDIA
Gold 6346 RTX5000Ada

CPUs have similar package sizes, thus the chip sizes are also
limited.

The server details, including the type, and the number of
the CPU and GPU, of studied systems are shown in Table 2.
Among them, three are public datacenter servers in Amazon
Web Service (AWS) and one is a local datacenter server, with
the latest Ada architecture GPU Nvidia RTX5000Ada.

In terms of the software, we utilize the NVIDIA Triton [3]
framework to execute the Al inference workloads. As a server
framework, Triton contains a web server to process requests
from the clients and a model inference worker where models
are executed in a containerized manner. The configuration
parameters of the Triton server could affect the inference
throughput, and these parameters include (1) the batch size
of the model; (2) the number of instances, i.e., the number of
a certain model running in parallel; and (3) concurrency: the
number of requests processed by the web server together. To
fully utilize the GPU systems, we leverage the Triton model
analyzer [4] to search for the configuration that yields the
highest throughput for a model. The model analyzer will



Table 3. Details of different deep learning models.

App. Task  Param. App. Task  Param.
DenseNet Cv 7.98M VGG19 Ccv 143.65M
ResNet50 CV  25.56M Bert-1 NLP 340M

Resnet 50-local CV  25.56M OPT-2.7B LLM 2.7B
Resnet 101 CV  4455M Falcon-7B LLM 7B
Bert-b NLP 110M | Persimmon-8B LLM 8B

execute a brute search of batch size and number of instances,
increasing the GPU utilization.

We study ten representative models including computer
vision (CV) models, transformer-based natural language pro-
cessing models (NLP), and GPT-based large language models
(LLM) and deploy them onto the Triton framework, as shown
in Table 3. The CV models are from PyTorch Hub [6] and
the NLP/LLM models are from Hugging face [2]. When de-
ploying the model, we mainly use the Python backend of
Triton.

4 Towards Accurate Embodied Carbon
Analysis

In this section, we show the missing points that the state-of-
the-art approaches omitted to discuss. We first compare the
report of the popular tools, ACT [20] tool and the PAIA [5]
tool, a commercial LCA tool widely used by server vendors
to generate carbon footprint reports, to demonstrate the
non-negligible portion of carbon cost from the peripheral
components within the whole computing system. Then we
summarize the data uncertainty of the key data resources of
sustainability analysis, and the reports of the manufacturers
and vendors. To demonstrate the effects of these factors, a
case study is set up to show the difference between before
vs. after considering these factors.

4.1 The Carbon Cost of Peripheral Components

By comparing and analyzing the two reported carbon cost
from ACT [20] and PAIA [7] for the Dell R740 server, we
show that the peripheral devices contribute a considerable
proportion to the overall carbon cost.

The Dell R740 rack server is equipped with a mainboard
installed with 2x Intel Xeon 6152 CPUs, 8x 3.84TB SSDs
(SSD1), 1x 400GB SSD (SSD2), and 12x 32GB DRAM. The
server also contains 3 riser cards (devices for adding more
expansion cards to the mother board, such as the PCIE slot),
an HDD controller, an ethernet, and an Ethernet controller,
as well as PSUs, fans, and chassis.

As shown in Figure 5, we break down the reports from
the two tools. The part with the largest gap is the CPU vs.
mainboard pair, where a 7.6x gap exists between the two
reports (23.14 vs. 175.3). In these parts, for the CPU alone, a
roughly 2x gap exists, and another 5.6x carbon cost comes
from the other part of the mainboard which ACT omitted
to discuss, including the mainboard printed wiring board

ACT PAIA
(cPU ) fcpu T ¥
23.14 ] { ~175.3
mainboard
(e
1477 >0 | - 3373
SSD1
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N Y, SSD2
(DRAM DRAM 532
328.63 1 | { 5918
PWB mix
~76.5
others

Figure 2. The comparison between reports of ACT and PAIA
for the same Dell R740 server setup. Carbon cost in the figure
are using kg COe as unit.

(PWB) (108.68 kg CO,e), connectors (7.36 kg COe), and the
transportation in the manufacturing phase (12.80 kg CO,e).

For the storage and memory devices including SSDs and
DRAMs, there exists a 2.3x and 1.61x gap for SSD1 and
DRAM, For the SSD2, the two tools made a similar estima-
tion.

ACT also ignored the riser cards, HDD controller, ethernet,
and ethernet controller, which are reported by Dell in the
PWB mix category, as well as the power supply unit (PSU),
chassis, and fans, which are represented in the others cate-
gory in 5. These 2 groups of components take 136.3 kg CO.e,
reaching 77% of the mainboard’s carbon cost.

In total, there is a 2.26x gap when comparing ACT’s report
to Dell’s PAIA report. To be noted, in this server setup, there
are in total 32TB of SSDs, leading to a dominant proportion of
embodied carbon cost. In other GPU servers, when the SSD
and DRAM sizes are not that large to support the accelerated
tasks, the gap between the ACT tool and the PAIA tool can
be larger. In an extreme case, i.e., a CPU-dominate system,
where SSD and DRAM’s effects are ignored, we can have
an upper bound of the (1 + P) as 13.4, which is an order of
magnitude difference. If we consider more realistic systems
when using the setup of Dell R740 in Dell’s carbon footprint
report [8] , a reference value of (1 + P) can be used as 6.81.
In this setup, the server has only 1.6TB HDD and 32GB
DRAM, and We use CPC = 1.3g COe/GB, which is from the
manufacturers’ report .

For GPU devices, the vendors don’t report a detailed car-
bon cost breakdown. Based on the assumption that the GPU
chip and its peripheral components share the same pattern as
the CPU, in this work, we have an assumption of the (1 + P)
in GPU devices as 7.6.



4.2 Data Uncertainty in the Reports

Compared with the prior works of predictive carbon cost
estimation tools, training a statistic model on top of the man-
ufacturers’ and vendors’ reports is another way to create
an accurate end-to-end model. However, our study reveals
one challenge: the data uncertainty across these reports. We
collect all the available carbon footprint reports from current
server vendors including Dell, HP, and Lenovo, the largest
three server vendors in the global server market, which pro-
vide in total of 96 different reports from their corresponding
official websites [15, 21, 27]. These reports contain servers
released ranging from 2014 to 2022. We also compare these
carbon footprint reports from server vendors with other
reports by the SSD vendors and manufacturers. By analyz-
ing the vendor reports, we summarize three sources of data
uncertainty.

First, the GHG emissions of certain components are not
always available. Among the three vendors, HP reports the
most detailed server configurations to generate the carbon
footprint reports including the number of CPUs, number of
cores per CPU, main memory sizes (GB), and storage sizes
including SSD size and HDD size. However, reports from
other vendors miss some important categories such as the
number of cores per CPU, SSD size, or CPU memory size.

The second data uncertainty comes from the inconsis-
tency of certain components in the computing systems even
within the same vendor. An example is the different trend-
lines of Lenovo’s SSD and HDD reports. The quantities, i.e.,
the number of HDDs have a nice linear relationship to their
embodied carbon cost, in which R? = 0.998, However, the
R? of SSD quantities and corresponding carbon cost is only
0.061, suggesting that there is no linear relationship regard-
ing all the points as a whole. As shown in Figure 3, after
manually dividing the points into 2 groups, the R? of each
group increased to 0.974 and 0.192 each, suggesting that
Lenovo probably used 2 or more kinds of SSDs with different
capacities or types. As a result, it is hard to figure out the
exact carbon cost if the storage sizes/types are not specified.

The third source of data uncertainty is the inconsistency
of embodied carbon cost reports across vendors. During the
analysis, we found that the servers from different vendors
but with similar configurations can have huge differences
in the reported embodied carbon cost. For example, both
released in 2021, the carbon cost of Lenovo SR670v2 with
2x CPUs, 6x SSDs, and no DRAM information specified, has
the reported carbon cost of 7613 kg CO,e. However, the HP
ProLiant DL380 gen10 plus performance configuration with
2x 32core CPUs, 24x 1.6T SSDs, and 1024GB DRAMs, has
the reported value of 3880 kg CO,e. If such pairs are used to
train a statistic model with only currently provided configu-
rations, it will probably produce a negative co-efficiency for
parameters like SSD sizes, which generates faulty modeling
results. In addition, some reports from hardware vendors are

SSD Carbon
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Figure 3. Two distinct trendlines of SSD carbon (kg COze)
vs. SSD quantity.

also incompatible with reports from manufacturers, for ex-
ample, Dell reports a CPC of SSD in their LCA report of R740
as 0.101kgCO,e/GB, whereas Seagate reports their CPC of
SSD as 0.006kgCO,e/GB [1].

4.3 Break-even Analysis with a Higher and More
Accurate Embodied Cost

When the embodied cost of a computing system is scaled up,
one result is that when considering upgrading systems, the
immediate “carbon tax”, i.e., embodied carbon, for buying
the new system will be larger. As a newer system usually has
a better power efficiency, this “tax” from upgrading will be
filled by the gain from operational carbon cost saving year
by year gradually.

It seems that there will always be one day when newer
systems outperform old ones in terms of sustainability, how-
ever, this is not true. In fact, we must consider the lifetime
of devices. If the break-even time, i.e., how long it takes for
the strategies of upgrading or not upgrading to reach the
same total carbon cost amount, is longer than the planned
lifetime, then this break-even time in the carbon cost will
never happen.

Explicitly, we consider a “partial” upgrade from system
3 to system 4, where we only consider upgrading the main-
boards, including, CPU and GPU, PWB, and reusing the
HDDs and SSDs. The server’s utilization is set to 0.3 and the
carbon intensity is set to 0.188 kgCO,e/kWh, which repre-
sents the carbon intensity of NY state in the US. Also, we
take throughput improvement into consideration, i.e., we
scale the number of servers within two systems by matching
the same throughput. For example, in Persimmon-8B model,
system 4 reaches a 1.16x higher throughput than system 3.
Therefore, we will scale the number of servers in system 3 by
1.16x, which will lead to an increase in the embodied carbon
cost and yearly operational carbon cost.

Figure 4 shows the carbon cost gain of upgrading system 3
to system 4 under different assumptions of scaling factor(1+
P). When the (1 + P) is set to 1, the break-even time is 0.56
years, and the original carbon tax is -37 kg COze, which
is from the prior works [20, 29]. As we use more accurate
server system carbon modeling by increasing (1 + P), the
intercept, i.e., the carbon tax is bigger. When we set the
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Figure 4. The break-even analysis result of upgrading system
3 to system 4, under different assumptions of the value of
(1+ P), i.e, the carbon cost of the whole system to the cost
of CPU(s) and GPU(s).

Table 4. Throughput Improvement of different application
groups

Improvement Overall CV NLP LLM
System 1 to 2 1.15 132 094 1.11
System 3 to 4 1.72 1.74 170 1.26

(14 P) to 2.3, which is the gap between the overall reported
value of ACT and Dell’s LCA report, the break-even time
increases to 1.29 years. When the (1+P) is set to 7.6, the break-
even time is 4.28 years, which is larger than the estimated
server lifetime of 4 years in Dell’s report. When the (1 + P)
is set to the upper bound mentioned in 4.1, the estimated 494
kg CO,e of embodied cost leads to a break-even time of 7.55
years, almost 60% more than the typical lifetime of electronic
devices, which is 5 years [29].

This case also applies if we also choose to upgrade memory
devices in this system. Take SSD as an example, according to
Seagate’s report, the estimated yearly energy consumption of
SSDs is 0.86 kWh/TB, while the yearly energy consumption
of system 4 using the above setup is 277.3 kW h. As a result,
when considering the SSDs, the initial gap of the break-even
analysis will become larger, while the operational carbon
remains almost the same. This could lead to an even longer
break-even time than estimated in Figure 4.

5 Effect of Various Applications

In this section, we discuss the effect of different applications
in the data center provisioning. As shown in Table 4, we
list the profile results of our model, which suggests a huge
variance among different applications.

In the profile of all four systems, we divide them into 2
groups, i.e., Group1: system 1 compared with system 2, and
Group2: system 3 compared with system 4. This partition
is to ensure fairness in the CPU parts: both system 1 and
system 2 contain 4 physical CPU cores (8 threads), while

system 3 and system 4 contain 32 CPU cores(64 threads).
We also divide the applications into CV and NLP categories,
the CV applications are of the CNN architecture, while the
NLP applications use the attention mechanism. Especially, as
Large-language models are becoming popular in recent years,
we deployed and profiled 3 LLMs: the OPT-2.7B, Falcon-7B,
and the Persimmon-8B . We also analyze these 3 models
together, denoted as the LLM applications.

Overall, the average throughput improvements of all pro-
filed applications are 1.15x for Group 1 and 1.72x for Group
2, and there exists a obvious variance among improvements
on different applications. In Group 1, the improvements of
CV and LLM applications are 1.32x and 1.11x, respectively.
Whereas the improvement on the NLP applications are only
0.94x, which is counterintuitive. And In Group 2, the im-
provements of CV and NLP applications are 1.74x and 1.70x,
but the improvement for LLM applications is only 1.26x.
Specifically, the most throughput gain of 2.35x happens in
Group 2 on the bert-b application, where system 3 yields 19.5
inference/second, and system 4 yields 45.9 inference/second.
On the other hand, the least positive improvement comes
from the Falcon-7B at Group 1, where system 1 and 2 only
achieve 2.1 and 2.2 inference/second, respectively.

For the counterintuitive phenomenons in our profiling,
we believe there are multiple reasons, and make a discussion
in 5.4.

5.1 Effect of Different Throughput Improvements

At the data center level, when considering upgrading devices,
an important benchmark is throughput-matching, which
means we need to consider the gain and cost after normal-
ization with throughput. In this work, for simplicity, when
comparing 2 systems, we scale up the system with smaller
throughputs as a whole and ensure the two systems have
the same throughput. As a result, the embodied cost and
operational cost of the weaker system will also be scaled up,
leading to a potential affection on the break-even analysis.

Under the throughput-matching principle, the scaling fac-
tor is completely determined by the throughput improve-
ment, so that the application running on the system can also
influent the break-even time in hardware provisioning.

As shown in the Figure 5, we conduct the break-even
analysis of 2 groups, i.e. system 1 to system 2 and system
3 to system 4. For simplicity, only the carbon cost of the
mainboard parts (including PWBs and CPUs) and the GPUs
are taken into account. In the embodied cost estimation, we
set (1+P) as 7.6 and in the operational cost estimation, we set
the working power P,.; as the TDP of corresponding devices
and idle power P;g;, as 10% TDP. In addition, the utilization
and carbon intensity are set to 0.3 and 0.188 kgCO,e/kWh,
respectively.

For the mix of all applications, the break-even time is 3.3
years for upgrading system 1 to system 2, and 1.2 years for
upgrading system 3 to 4, which is smaller than the typical
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Figure 5. The break-even analysis results of upgrading 2
groups of systems, under the assumption of different targeted
application groups. In (a), since the throughput improvement
of LLM group is only 0.94, it will never break-even.

lifetime of electronic devices. And when it comes to differ-
ent applications, the break-even time varies. Especially, the
break-even time of upgrading system 1 to system 2 on LLM
applications is 4.22 years. Such a break-even time goes over
the estimation of the typical server lifetime of Dell, which
is 4 years. This indicates that in the break-even analysis,
when different applications are considered, the final choice
of upgrading or not may change due to the applications.

5.2 Effect of Power Usage

Besides the throughput improvement, the varing working
power of a computing system also affects the provisioning
choices. For accelerators like GPUs, their working power is
related to different parts such as the DRAM, different kinds of
processing units, as well as the caches. As a result, for certain
tasks especially the small ones, it can be hard to reach the
TDP as some GPU components easily get saturated, while
others remain stranded.

We observe such power variance when profiling differ-
ent applications. To demonstrate this, we select 2 represen-
tative applications, OPT-2.7B and ResNet-101 to perform
break-even analysis. This analysis uses the same setup as
mentioned in Section 5.1, except that we compare the differ-
ence when either using the TDP or the runtime power as the
working power.

2500
@ 2000
6 ~~~~~~~~~ TDP-Resnet101
O 1500
» Resnet101
~ 1000
S
o 500
=
@©
O 0

5000 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Year
(a) Update system1 to system2 for Resnet101
2500

2000 L TDP-Resnet101

1500
Resnet101
1000

500

Carbon /kgCO2e

0

500 1 2 3 456 7 8 910
Year

(b) Update system3 to system4 for Resnet101

1000

800 o=
- - -TDP-OPT2.7B &%

600 s

OPT2.7B -7
400 -

200 -7

Carbon /kgCO,e

o Lo
2000 2 4 6 8 1012 14 16 18 20

Year
(c) Update system1 to system2 for OPT2.7B

1200
@, 1000 =5
800 - - -TDP-OPT2.7B iz

600 oPT27B -7
400 e
200 . -7
0 o
200 0-4 234 5 6 7 8 9 10
-400

-

Carbon /kgCO

Year
(d) Update system3 to system4 for OPT2.7B

Figure 6. Break-even analysis of upgrading 2 groups of sys-
tems running the ResNet 101 and OPT-2.7B applications,
under different assumptions of working powerP,;.

The results of the break-even analysis are shown in Figure
6, where the lines named with "TDP" are the results using
GPUs’ TDP as the P,.;, while the others use the measured
power. In our experiments, we find that the utilization of
CPUs in each system is usually larger than 90%, so we still
use the TDP for CPUs.

In general, using the measured power will lead to a longer
break-even time, since the measured power is smaller than
TDP, thus the differences on the energy consumption and
the operational carbon cost across systems also decrease.
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Figure 7. The throughput-latency tradeoff and Pareto front
of 4 systems running ResNet50 application.

As a result, it will take more time for the upgraded system
to "catch up" with the old one. For instance, when targeted
at OPT-2.7B, the scaled TDP of system1 and system2 are
390.5 and 322.4 W, so the yearly operational carbon gain of
upgrading is 112.15 kg CO,e. However, the measured GPU
powers in inference are 116.2 and 163W for V100 and A10G
GPUgs, resulting in a yearly operational carbon gain of about
10 kg COze, which leads to an extremely large break-even
time.

5.3 Throughput-latency Tradeoff

Throughput is not the only criterion of a computing system,
in certain cases, we may have requirements for the latency
of tasks. In this work, by modifying the concurrency, we're
able to generate a group of latency-throughput pairs of one
system running one application.

Figure 7 shows the throughput-99%latency tradeoff of all
4 systems running the Resnet-50 model, where data points
with latencies surpassing 150 ms are omitted from the explicit
viewpoint.

By showing the Pareto front of the tradeoffs, we are able
to analyze the throughput improvement under different la-
tency requirements. In the pair of system 1 and system 2,
when there’s no constraint on latency, the throughput im-
provement is 1.46x, while when a 20-ms deadline applies, the
improvement goes up to 2.08x. In the pair of systems 3 and
4, the trend is similar: after adding a deadline of 15 ms, the
throughput improvement goes from 1.55 to 1.80. In conclu-
sion, our profile shows that under a tight latency constraint,
the newer GPU systems can have an even higher throughput
gain than the situations with loose latency constraints.

5.4 Threats to Validity

We acknowledge that as real computing systems are very
complicated, our profile on these systems cannot reflect the
actual situations of all data center systems. Also, when per-
forming the data center provisioning, the GPU is not the only
consideration for selecting candidates, and the throughput
is not the only criterion for normalization, either.

In an actual computing system executing a pipeline, the
GPU’s computation capability is not the only bottleneck,
CPUs, memory, and the other parts of the GPU can bound
one system’s overall performance. For instance, to execute
the pipeline of a Bert model, it takes both the CPU for pre-
processing such as tokenization, and the GPU for model
inference. In our experiment, when comparing system 2 and
system 3, which only differs from the CPU number, for the
bert-1 application, system 3 with 32 CPU cores achieves a
2.67x improvement over system 2 with 4 CPU cores. As a com-
parison, the two systems reach almost the same throughput
for the large language models Persimmon-8B and Falcon-7B.

Moreover, the Triton framework contains a web server,
which utilizes the CPUs to process the requests from clients.
As a result, when the CPU is not enough, all of the inference
servers will be slowed down. In the profile of the resnet50-
local application, where the request and response are just
empty packages, we observe a throughput gain of 1.18x be-
tween systems 2 and 3. Also, after increasing the CPU core
number, the throughput of resnet50, which has the com-
mon request and response package size, reaches the same
throughput as the resnet50-local. This proves the existence
of the overhead caused by Triton web server.

The GPU memory can bound the system, too. In the exper-
iments of system 1, the deployment of Persimmon-8B failed
in our experiment due to the lack of memory, in such cases,
it could be a must for the data center owners to upgrade the
device as long as running such tasks is required.

In addition, it’s worthwhile to consider the software part of
the computing systems. For instance, in our experiment, we
use the Python backend of Triton, which treats the inference
of different models as running Python scripts, which usually
requires more frequent participation of CPUs compared with
other backends like the onnx and the TensorRT , which is
optimized for Al inference. By transferring to these backends,
throughput and latency improvement are expected to happen
in all the systems. Other software optimization techniques
like quantization can also influence the break-even time.
Since the Nvidia GPUs after the Turing architectures are
equipped with tensor cores which are optimized especially
for low-precision computations, the A10G GPUs and the
RTX5000Ada GPUs may obtain more gains than the V100
GPUs.

6 Distribution of Embodied Costs

In this section, with the introduction of depreciation models
in the financial and assets management domain, we show
the opportunity to manage the “assets of carbon" in a fine-
grained manner by revealing the new design spaces and
choices brought by the depreciation models.

Generally, the depreciation models are used to represent
the obsolescence or expiration of physical assets, to reflect
their real value in the useful life.
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6.1 Quantify Embodied Carbon Cost per Task

As the awareness of sustainability grows, more users are
eager to quantify the environmental impact of their actions,
and academic and industrial organizations are also willing
to exhibit their efforts of saving the carbon . However, in
recent studies , the approach of quantifying the embodied
carbon cost per task is not as mature as the estimation for
operational carbon cost. Like the use of other physical as-
sets, one intuitive thought could be that using the new GPUs
should have different environmental impacts from using the
old, “second-hand" GPUs. Whereas in current works, the
embodied carbon cost is simply distributed evenly across the
lifetime. By applying the depreciation models, The earlier
years in a system’s life time can come with a higher embodied
cost. As shown in Figure 9, with a system whose total embod-
ied carbon cost of 10,000 k]gCO,e and estimated life time of
5 years, under the traditional(linear) model, the embodied
carbon costs of each year are the same 2000 k]gCO,e. On
the other hand, under the double-declining balance (DDB)
depreciation model, the carbon cost of the first 2 years are

10

4000 and 2400 k]gCO,e each, which is 2x and 1.2x more than
the linear model.

Consider a more realistic case, suppose in the year 2023, a
user needs to decide between the A10G GPU system and the
RTX5000Ada GPU system for the inference of DenseNet. For
simplicity, we only discuss the GPU part. The total embodied
costs of A10G and RTX5000Ada are 108.3 and 168.4 kg CO,e
each, while the yearly operational carbon costs are 179.5 and
289.9 kg COze. Under the principle of throughput-matching,
a scaling factor of 1.75 is to be applied to the carbon cost of
A10G system.

Assuming the lifetime of both GPUs is 5 years, if we simply
use the linear model to distribute the embodied costs, the em-
bodied costs for A10G and RTX5000Ada in 2023 are 21.66 and
33.68 kg COze, respectively. The normalized overall carbon
costs in 2023 are thus 355.6 and 323.6 kg COse. It seems that
the RTX5000Ada systems are more environmental-friendly,
however, this model doesn’t consider the fact that the A10G
GPUs were released in 2020, and are used for 3 years typi-
cally.

To represent the gap of used years, we apply a double-
declining balance (DDB) method to the embodied carbon
costs, where the lifetime is set to 5 years and the remaining
value is set to 0. Under this model, the embodied carbon cost
of RTX5000Ada in 2023 increases to 67.36kg CO,e, whereas
the cost of A10G decreases to 17.90 kg COze. As a result, the
total carbon costs for the A10G and RTX5000Ada models
are 332.0 and 357.3 kg COze. That is to say, by utilizing the
depreciation model, we can flip the choice of 2 systems in
terms of carbon cost.

6.2 Opportunity for Service Providers

In the traditional data center provisioning analysis, the em-
bodied carbon cost of the new devices is considered as an
immediate payment, which is not convenient for quantifying
the overall carbon cost of tasks in the data center. By using
the double-declining balance (DDB) method to distribute the
embodied carbon costs into devices’ lifetime, we can smooth
the overall carbon cost curve of a data center over years,



as well as show flexibility by showing different break-even
times.

Consider running Persimmon-8B inference on the A10G
and RTX5000Ada GPUs, after the normalization of through-
put matching, the 2 GPUs have the embodied carbon cost of
124 and 167 kg CO,e and the yearly operational carbon cost
of 182 and 135 kg CO,e, respectively. In an actual data center,
the upgrading from A10G to RTX5000Ada can not happen
at the very beginning, according to Table 1, this upgrading
choice should happen at the beginning of the fourth year
after the A10G is released.

For this hypothetical data center, we model the total car-
bon cost each year of upgrading and non-upgrading strate-
gies under 3 setups, as shown in figure 8. In this figure,
subfigure (a) represents the traditional case, where an im-
mediate carbon cost is applied to the replacement strategy.
In subfigures (b) and (c), where the depreciation model of
linear and DDB methods applies, the curve is smooth as the
embodied carbon is also distributed each year.

By using different assumptions, we can also find a shift
in the break-even time. Without a depreciation model, the
break-even time is 6.6 years whereas with a linear model,
this time can be reduced to 4.3 years. Thus, the introduction
of the depreciation model also enables flexibility to adjust
the estimation to the future under different situations.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we discuss three critical points in the carbon
cost quantification of the data center area: the considera-
tion of the whole system, the specifying of different work-
loads running on computing systems, and the distribution
of embodied cost in the lifetime. By holistically collecting
and studying the carbon footprint reports from the market-
leading server vendors, we point out the missing points of
prior works in considering a whole computing system. Based
on our analysis, we also propose a first-order carbon cost es-
timation approach by integrating traditional predictive tools
and data-driven models. Based on a comprehensive profile of
10 representative applications conducted on the industrial Al
inference framework, we give an analysis of the influence of
software applications on the data centers’ sustainability. We
are the first to introduce a different depreciation model to
the data center sustainability analysis, revealing the chance
for a more sustainable, flexible, and fine-grained data center
management.
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